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COMPTROLLER GENERAL. OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348
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Dear Mr. Chairman:

In accordance with your request dated July 27, 1970, we inquired
into selected aspects of computer-oriented war gaming, simulations,
and contract studies in the Department of Defense. Our initial report
was issued on February 23, 1971,

At that time, we advised your office of our plans to do follow-on
reviews in selected areas, This report presents our observations on
operations research/systems analysis studies under level-of-effort
contracts.

Formal comments on our observations have not been obtained
from the Department of Defense., We plan to make no further dis-
tribution of this report unless copies are specifically requested, and
then we shall make distribution only after your agreement has been
obtained or public announcement has been made by you concerning the
contents of the report.

Sincerely yours,

Comptroller General
of the United States
4 B
£1 'The Honorable George H. Mahon
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations
House of Representatives
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT TO

" THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

At the request of the Chairman, Com-
mittee on Appropriations, House of
Representatives, the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) previously in-
quired into various aspects of com-
puter-oriented war gaming, computer
simulation, and contract studies of
the Department of Defense (DOD). In
the resulting report (B-163074,

Feb. 23, 1971), GAO said that it
would inquire further into the pos-
sibility of duplicate studies and
the use of level-of-effort type of
contracts.

Level -of-effort contracts are
awarded each year to the same non-
profit Federal Contract Research
Centers--such as The RAND Corpora-
Analyses--which supplement or com-
plement DOD's in-house expertise.
The contracts call for professional
services which are expressed in man-
months or man-years at an estimated
price per period. The contracts are
usually a cost-plus-fixed-fee type.

In this report GAQ

--examines the operating procedures
used by DOD and the military serv-
ices in originating, reviewing,
and approving studies proposed
under this type of contract;

-~identifies areas in which similar
effort appeared to exist; and

--advises the Committee of matters--
particularly sponsor-contractor

Tear Sheet

OBSERVATIONS ON OPERATIONS
RESEARCH/SYSTEMS ANALYSIS STUDIES
UNDER LEVEL-OF-EFFORT CONTRACTS _—

Department of Defense B-163074 5

relationships--that may warrant
the Committee's attention.

GAO reviewed contracts with five of
the Centers which provided opera-
tions research/systems analysis type
of services. Formal comments have
not béen requested from DOD.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Operating procedures

DOD and the military services ad-

minister level-of-effort contracts
with the Centers in various ways.

There are differences in

--how the topics to be studied are
chosen (see p. 5.)

--how proposed subjects are reviewed
and approved (see p. 6.)

--how priorities between studies are
made (see p. 7.)

--how much influence the contractor
has oger what is studied (see
p. 7.

The various approaches have evolved,
in GAC's opinion, over many years of
close, continuous support from the
same contractor.. Consequently, some
contracts have developed distinct
characteristics. (See p. 5.)

Questionable relationship to
defense matters

Many studiés ﬁ%??%étf? f%aﬁnﬁ




Institute for Defense Analyses had
no apparent relationship to defense
or military matters. GAO believes
that only the cost of defense-
related work conducted as Central
Research should be borne by DOD.
Furthermore, the Defense Contract
Audit Agency (DCAA) has questioned
amounts spent under this program for
similar non-defense-related projects
since fiscal year 1964, (See p. 9.)

The O0ffice of the Director of De-
fense Research and Engineering and
other contracting activities have
delayed in deciding whether to ap-
prove about $875,000 in costs for
Central Research projects performed
by the Institute. (See p. 10.)

Possgible duplication of effort

There is some similarity and overlap
in studies performed in the foreign
affairs area by level-of-effort con-
tractors for different DOD activi-
ties. (See p. 12.) A substantial
portion of a project on youth dis-
sent to be conducted by the recently
established Army Motivation and
Training Laboratory appears to have
already been covered under studies
made under level-of-effort Army con-
tracts. (See p. 17.)

The Centers are conducting many
studies in areas in which two or
more of the military services share
interests. Much can be gained from
some joint or cooperative study of
problem areas that cut across serv-
ice Tines. {See p. 21.)

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
BY THE COMMITTEE

The Committee may wish to explore
the following matters with DOD of-
ficials.

--Make sure that DOD bears only the
cost of defense-related Central
Research study projects and that
the projects are reviewed and ap-
proved before they are begun.

--Make sure that questions raised by
DCAA on study projects are
promptly resolved.

--How the project on youth dissent
proposed by the Army Motivation
and Training Laboratory differs

from other studies on this subject.

--How to obtain joint or cooperative
efforts in areas in which the mil-
itary services share a mutual in-
terest. (See p. 25.)



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

At the request of the Chalrman, Committee on Appropria-
tions, House of Representatives, the General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO) previously inquired into various aspects of
computer-oriented war gaming, computer simulation, and con-
tract studies of the Department of Defense (DOD). These as-
pects were discussed in our report to the Committee entitled
"Computer Simulations, War Gaming, and Contract Studies"
(B-163074, Feb. 23, 1971). 1In that report we informed the
Committee of our intention to inquire into the possibility
of similarity and duplication of effort in contract studies
and the use of level-of-effort type of contracts for the
studies area.

The objectives of this rev1ew were to (1) examine the
operatlng procedures used by DOD and the military services
in originating, reviewing, and approving studies proposed
under this type of contract, (2) identify those areas in
which similar effort appeared to exist, and (3) advise the
Committee of any matters or any sponsor-contractor relation-
ships that may warrant the Committee's attention.

DOD.. obtains studies and analyses under level-of-effort
contracts that call for professional services--such as op-
erat;pns\research/systems analysis support--which are ex-
pressed in man-months or man-years at an estimated price
per period., The contracts.are usually a cost-plus-fixed-
fee type.

The scope of the contract work is expressed in general
terms. When the procuring activity defines specific study
areas, an annual work or study program is submitted or sep-
arate study projects are submitted on an individual basis.

level-of-effort contracts are used extensively for
studies performed by the nonprofit Federal Contract Research
Centers (FCRCs) which were originated to supplement or com-
plement DOD's in-house expertise. We reviewed contracts for
studies performed for various defense organizations by five
FCRCs. Following are the fiscal year 1971 costs of the
level-of-effort contracts included in our review,



Qrganization

Army
Navy
Marine Corps

Air Force

Office of the
Secretary of
Defense

International
Security Affairs

Systems Analyses

Weapons Systems
Evaluation Group

Total

The average cost of a man-year of effort on studies con-

Contractor

Research Analysis
Corporation

Center for Naval
Analyses

Center for Naval
Analyses

RAND Corporation

Analytic Services,
Inc.

Institute for De-
fense Analyses
Institute for De-
fense Analyses
Institute for De-
fense Analyses

Cost of contract
$ 7,600,000
6,474,000
897,000

11,000,000
1,795,000

146,200

130,000

3,850,000

- $31,892,200

ducted by the above FCRCs differs considerably, as illus-.

trated in the table below.

This is partly due to the dif-

ferences in the skills employed by FCRCs to meet the re-
quirements of their prime sponsors.

Urgéi:lzaion Contractor
ArTy Research Analysis Corporation
Javy o Center for Naval Analyses
Marioe Oorps Center for Naval Analyses
Ar Furce RAND Corporation
Analytic Services, Inc,
Jffice o1 lhe Secrerarv

of Detense

Internarional Secnrity

Al{fairs
Svstems Analvses

Weapons Systems Evaluaiion

Group

iustitute for Defense Analyses

Institute for Defense Analysgs
Institute for Defense Analyses

Average cost of a
man-year of effort

$60,000%
50,000b
50,000¢
66,000
37,000

36,000

44,000
48,000

a . )
For fiscal year 1971 the cost was §$50,000; Army now considers the cost to be $60,000.

b .
Rule-or-thumb figure used by the Navy,

“Gost an range trom $40,000 to $50,000, depending on the type of talent to be used

+  BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE



CHAPTER 2

VARIOUS APPROACHES TO ACQUISITION OF

OPERATIONS RESEARCH/SYSTEMS ANALYSIS SUPPORT

UNDER LEVEL-OF-EFFORT CONTRACTS

. The ways in which the various activities of DOD acquire
and administer study support under these contracts differ
substantially. There are differences in (1) the origin of
individual studies, (2) the identification of priority areas,
(3) the study review and approval processes, and (4) the
extent of contractor influence on the work to be done.

The various approaches to the specific study needs and
programs of the contract sponsors have evolved, in our opin-
ion, from the many years of close, continuous support from
the same contractor., Consequently, some support contracts
have developed distinct characteristics, which are discussed
in the following sections,

ORIGIN OF INDIVIDUAL STUDIES

For the most part study programs or tasks originate
within many organizations of the defense activities and
military services, except for the Air Force Project RAND
program. In the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, studies orig-
inate in the various commands and staff offices of the con-
tract sponsors,

The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the Director of
Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) initiate their own
study projects through the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group
(WSEG) which contracts annually for a specified level of
effort from the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA). Other
activities within the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(0SD) also award annual contracts to IDA for study tasks
originated by these activities.

Project RAND is unique among the study programs., The
Air Force advises the RAND Corporation of the major issues
that should form the thrust of RAND's study program. RAND



then proposes individual studies to the Air Force as the
anmual Project RAND, The proposed studies are subject to
change, review, approval, and monitoring by the Air Force
office which has primary interest in the subject area,
Also the Air Force may originate special assistance and
liaison studies with RAND.

The Air Force contracts annually with Analytic Services,
Inc. (ANSER), for special studies that originate within two
organizations in the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Research and Development. These studies are assigned
to ANSER as the need arises.,

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF STUDIES

The Army has the most extensive review and approval
process of all the services or of other defense-contracting
activities., The Army's Research Analysis Corporation (RAC)
program is part of the overall annual Army Study Program
which includes study contracts that are awarded to other
contractor activities. Proposed studies are subject to a
formal and extensive review and approval process by many
organizations at different levels of command. Final ap-
proval of RAC studies is the responsibility of the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Research and Development) if the
study's estimated cost is more than $100,000 or by the Chief
of Research and Development if the estimated cost is
$100,000 or less.

The Navy and the Marine Corps also have formal annual
study programs. Their review and approval processes are
similar to, but not as extensive as, the Army's in that
fewer organizations participate.

On the other hand the process OSD activities follow
in reviewing and approving studies assigned to IDA is very
informal. This responsibility is vested in a few organiza-
tions within the sponsoring activity, except for WSEG, 1In
WSEG, this responsibility is assigned to only one group--
the planning group. '

The Air Force's approach, unlike the other services'

approaches, is somewhat similar to those of the 0SD activ-
ities. Broad supervisory and policy guidance of the RAND

6



program is the responsibility of one group of senior air
staff officers known as the Air Force Advisory Group (AFAG).
The RAND program is reviewed, revised if necessary, and ap-
proved at an annual meeting between AFAG and RAND management.
Under the ANSER contract, study requests are evaluated, re-
viewed, and approved within the Air Force-sponsoring activ-
ities before they are assigned to ANSER. for accomplishment.

IDENTTFICATION OF STUDY PRIORITIES

' Some services and activities have formal systems to
identify study priorities whereas others do not. Priority
identification is made on the basis of the major issues,
broad problem areas, and/or the subject matter of individual
studles.

‘The Army and the Navy systems identify priorities on
broad problem areas, as well as on individual studies. The
Marlne Corps and the OSD act1V1t1es 1dent1fy priorities only
on 1nd1v1dua1 studles. Co

"WSEG off1c1als believe that, in the WSEG contract with
IDA, there is no need for a formal priority identification
system because of the small mumber of ‘users (JCS and DDR&E).
Discussions are held with the users to determine the most
needed studies,

As mentioned earlier, the Air Force advises RAND of the
major priority issues that are to be addressed by the study
program, The Air Force has no formal procedures, however,
for identifying the priority of studies for the ANSER study
program because the mission of the ANSER program is to ad-
dress pressing problems as they arise.

CONTRACTOR INFLUENCE OVER STUDY PROGRAMS

Contractors seem to have from very little to consider-
able influence on study programs or tasks, Often the contrac-
tors can and do recommend studies for inclusion in the study
programs. In all cases, however, the sponsoring activity
must accept these proposals before they are included in the
final study program.



There are various ways in which the contractors can in-
fluence the content of the study programs, RAND appears to
have broad latitude and potential for influencing the con-
tent of its program. Under an umbrella of major issues
which the Air Force identifies annually, RAND originates in-
dividual study tasks which it proposes to the Air Force as
Project RAND, However, the Air Force has flnal review and
approval on the proposed studies.

The Navy compiles its own study projects to be accom-
plished by CNA and its in-house activities, Before these
programs are finalized, CNA may object to, or suggest im-
provements in, the programs to the Navy.

The Army staff agencies and commands originate the in-
dividual studies that make up the Army Study Program and
sometimes ask the professional staff at RAC to assist them
in developing their proposed studies. In such instances,
RAC exercises considerable influence; however, the Army be-
lieves that RAC has no direct influence on the Army planners
who are ultimately responsible for determining the nature
of the RAC study program, The Army contends that RAC con-
tributes considerably to the planning effort but that RAC
is not in a position to determine its outcome.



CHAPTER 3

STUDIES HAVING QUESTIONABLE RELATIONSHIP

TO DEFENSE OR MILITARY MATTERS

Studies costing over $124,000 conducted under IDA's
Central Research program for fiscal year 1970 had no apparent
relationship to defense or military matters. This program
is substantially DOD funded. The contractor originated
these tasks which covered such diverse topics as agricultural
cost benefits, travel expenditures, balance of payments, and
flood controls as a guide to handling environmental problems.
Furthermore, since fiscal year 1964, the Defense Contract
Audit Agency (DCAA) has been questioning the amounts IDA ex-
pended for central research for similar non-defense-related
projects,

Under several of the FCRC contracts, the contractors
can conduct a certain amount of independent research in areas
of their own choosing. This is to encourage wide-ranging re-
search in areas of potential interest to DOD. In most in-
stances defense and military activities pay for these research
efforts, provided that the work is related or oriented to
current or future defense or military needs or interests.,

Independent research under level-of-effort contracts
affords the contractor an opportunity to explore areas which
are not specific tasks of the study program. Some contractors,
however, use their independent research to supplement or com-
plement their specifically assigned tasks. Generally this
effort is intended to further the growth, development, and
retention of a highly qualified research staff and to main-
tain capabilities in the areas selected for study. Of the
five FCRCs reviewed, three (IDA, RAC, and CNA) were provided
funds specifically for an 1ndependent research program. Al-
though RAND and ANSER do a certain amount of independent
research, the Air Force neither sponsors nor pays for it
dlrectly.

Under the RAC and CNA contracts, the Army and Navy, re-
spectively, require that the studies be related to interests
of the sponsoring service, Moreover, the Army and the Navy
decide whether the studies are relevant before they are



performed, On the other hand IDA's Central Research had no
such specific guidance, Its Central Research studies are
not approved until they are completed., Then it is decided
whether it would be proper to pay the contractor for the
work performed,

IDA's Central Research costs for the year are included
in its general and administrative (G&A) expenses which are
later distributed to contracts worked on during that year.
This distribution is made through the application of the
ratio of G&A expenses to other costs for the same year.

Using this method, we determined that contracts awarded
by non-DOD agencies for the fiscal year reviewed absorbed
charges of $67,980 for Central Research, However, the cost
of studies directed to non-DOD matters which were conducted
under Central Research approximated $124,000; therefore, in
effect, DOD subsidized almost 50 percent of these non-DOD
study efforts,

After our review, the Armed Services Procurement Regu-
lation was changed to broaden the provisions of how indepen-
dent research is to be allocated. Under this change, the
contracting officer may approve use of a different method
where the allocation of independent research through the
G&A expenses does not provide for equitable cost allocation.

STUDIES QUESTIONED BY DCAA

Since fiscal year 1964 DCAA has questioned IDA expendi-
tures for Central Research projects. A total of $2,550,700
was expended furing fiscal years 1964 through 1970. DCAA
disapproved $1,158,100 of these costs primarily because the
projects were not related to DOD interests or because the
result of the study was the compilation and/or publication
of a book or books,

Projects disapproved for fiscal years 1964 through 1967
cost $177,800. For this period the administrative contract-
ing officer reinstated the full amount disapproved. For
fiscal year 1968 costs of $105,800 were disapproved. The
administrative contracting officer is still reviewing IDA's
appeal of these costs.

10



In its review, completed in June 1970, of the fiscal
years 1969 and 1970 Central Research programs, DCAA ques-
tioned costs of about $875,000. IDA stated that attempts
to withhold payment of thls amount would adversely affect
its existence.

On August 28, 1970, the Director of DCAA, the Principal
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) members
of DDR&E, and the contracting officer agreed that attempts
by DCAA to withhold the fiscal years 1969 and 1970 costs
would be,deferred.pendlng a review by DDR&E to determine
whether the projects related to DOD interests. We were in-
formed that DDR&E examined the projects and suggested to the
contracting officer that the costs be allowed. As of June
1972, however, this matter still had not been settled.

We dlscussed our observations with an appropriate
DDR&E official, and he concurred in our conclusions on the
relevancy of studies to defense or military matters, as well
as the determination of relevancy before the work is started.
He stated, however, that other non-DOD agencies having IDA
contracts also contributed to the Central Research program
costs and that non-DOD studies absorbed some of these costs,

CONCLUSIONS

Independent research portions of the Army and Navy con-
tracts that we reviewed require that studies conducted be
related to the sponsoring activity's interests. Both these
services determine whether the studies are related to their
interests before they are performed. The Central Research
Program under the IDA contract had no such requirements.
Although the program is substantially funded by DOD, many
studies are performed on nondefense matters. During fiscal
year 1970 the costs charged to non-defense-related studies
represented, in effect, a subsidizing by DOD of approximately
30 percent of the costs incurred.

We believe that OSD should require that DOD bear only
the cost of defense-related work conducted under Central Re-
search and that the proposed studies be reviewed and approved
before the work is undertdken, We believe also that 0SD
should act promptly to resolve and settle questions raised
by DCAA on Central Research projects.

11



CHAPTER &

SIMITARITY IN STUDIES PERFORMED UNDER

STUDY PROGRAMS OF DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

Similarity and overlap was found among 10 studies cost-
ing more than $876,000 that were conducted by six different
contractor and military organizations. Six of the studies
were in foreign affairs areas. The others were directed to
youth dissent in the Army.

SIMITARITY IN FOREIGN AFFAIRS STUDIES

Six studies on Japanese defense posture and policy

dealt with certain points covered in one or more of the other
studies. These studies were initiated or completed in fiscal
years 1969 through 1972, Four of the studies analyzed inter-
nal forces which have an influence on Japan's defemnse policy;
four discussed Japan's nuclear policy; and all six discussed
the implications of Japan's defense policy for the United
States. The following table illustrates the overlap.

12



Broad
Areas

Rearmament

Nuclear
Policy

Defense
Policy

Internal
Influence

External
Influence

Japanese
Attitudes
toward
Rearmament

by
The Hoover
Institution
for
0ASD (154)%

538,692

March 1972°

X

X

Comparison of Studies on Japan

Japanese
National
Security
Policy
Implications
for the
U.s.

by
The RAND
Corporation
for
048D (ISA)

566,800
June 1972

Titles of studies on Japan

Japanese
Defense
Policy
and the
U.S.
Military
Role in
Asia

by
Research
Analysis
Corporation
for
U.S. Army

$106,100
August 1971

X

Japanese
Security
Posture
and
Policy
1970-.80

by
Stanford
Research
Institute

for

U.S.
Alr Force

$190,000

August 1971b

X

Possibility
of
Uranium
Enrichment
in Japan

by
The RAND
Corporation
for
u.s.
Air Force

Cost
Unknown

April 1970°

B0ffice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Affairs).

bApproximate date of completion.

u.s.
Defense
Posture

in

Asia

by
Institute
for
Defense
Analysis
for
0ASD (ISA)

$47,500

March 19717

X

The above studies were in various stages of completion.
We therefore made our judgment regarding overlap and similar-
ity on the basis of the work already performed, study plans,

summary sheet write-ups, and statements of work.,

Some of the

study material presented or being reviewed and analyzed, in

our opinion,covered a number of the same points,

This over-

lap or similarity is identified by the studies'® tasks or ob-

jectives,

To illustrate, several studies covered the internal in-

fluence on Japanese defense policy.

One of the tasks of the study entitled "Japanese Secu-
rity Posture and Policy, 1970-1980" is to describe the
major forces currently promoting change and those

13
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attempting to perpetuate the status quo in post-World
War II Japan and to assess relevant internal trends
having an impact on military policy. The study en-
titled "Japanese Attitudes Toward Rearmament" examines
the attitudes of specific groups in Japan concerning
military preparedness and the use of Japanese military
force outside Japanese territory.

The study entitled "Japanese National Security Policy
Implications for the U.S." examines new trends in Japa-
nese military security and their implications for the
United States, with emphasis on internal forces enter-
ing into the decisiommaking process.

We discussed the numerous studies on Japan with OASD
(ISA) persomnel. They stated that, occasionally, similar
studies were performed by several agencies., They believed
that this approach could provide several viewpoints, alter-
natives, and conclusions on the subject area.

We identified several articles, in addition to these
studies on Japan, in journals that were published in ap-
proximately the same time frame as the studies reviewed.
These articles are as follows:

1. "Japan Beyond 1970," Foreign Affairs, April 1969,
2. "Japan: Eye on 1970," Foreign Affairs, January 1969.

3. "Toward the Politics of Complexity," Interplay,‘De_
cember 1969/January 1970.

4. "Japan and America--A Special Relationship?" Inter-
play, December 1969/January 1970.

5. "Japan: 'Same Bed, Different Dreams,'" Interplay,
August 1970,

These articles discussed substantial information on
topics that apply to the broad areas of the above chart.
Some of the topics were:

14



~-~-Japan's military strength.

-~A new trend of military policy.
~ ~-Public opinion and production of nuclear weapons,
--Rearmament .

‘--American bases,

;uInternal disturbances.

-~Constitutional reforms.

~--External alliances.,

-wIntérnal forces.,

~--External influence in Asia.

~-Article 9 of the Constitution (The so-called no-war
clause).

It is our opinion, after reviewing these articles, that
much of the information that was called for in the contract
studies was also available in the articles,



REPORTING NEW STUDY EFFORTS

There are formal and informal procedures in DOD that
are intended to eliminate undesirable overlap of study ef-
fort. Under Department of Defense Instruction 7720.13, de-
fense activities are required to notify the Defense Docu-
mentation Center (DDC) when new study efforts are begun to
enable managers to ''coordinate programs easily with other
DOD components and other agencies to eliminate undesirable
overlap of effort #***,!" 1In this way studies involving work
that may duplicate other study efforts can be identified.

Three of the aforementioned studies on Japan were not
reported to DDC although required by DOD instructions.
These studies were conducted for OASD (ISA). This office
informed us that its general policy is not to contact DDC
when new studies are initiated. Instead, it relies on in-
formal procedures to insure that new studies do not dupli-
cate completed or ongoing efforts.

One of these studies was initiated and completed before
the Army and Air Force began studies costing about $296,100.
It is conceivable that, had this study been reported and had
the Army and Air Force been aware of it, these services
could have possibly eliminated, or at least reduced the ex-
tent of, their efforts.

CONCLUSIONS

In our opinion, DOD can avoid similarity and overlap if
proposed and completed studies are reported as required by
present instructions. We believe that, had at least one of
the above studies been reported, some of the similarity and
overlap in the Japan area studies might have been avoided.

16



SIMILARITY OF CONTRACT STUDIES AND
ARMY IN-HOUSE RESEARCH ON DISSENT

RAC has performed a number of studles on personnel dis-
sent in the Army for various organizations. These studies
cost approximately $327,200., 1In late 1971 the Army estab-
lished a new component of the U.S. Army Manpower Resources
Research and Development Center called the Motivation and
Training Laboratory to research various areas of personnel
motivation, training, and morale.

During fiscal years 1972 and 1973 hearings before the
House Committee on Appropriatiomns, the Army requested
$900,000 to fund a laboratory project entitled '"Applied Re-
search on Dissent in the Army." 1In fiscal year 1972, as a
result of a reduction in the appropriations, only $100,000
was programed for this effort. We examined the specific
objectives of the RAC studies and the Army's project on dis-
sent, and we believe that RAC had already covered a substan-
tial portion of the in-hause program. The following compar-
ative table illustrates this,
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Specific ob-
jectives

Conducted by

Estimated cost

Date of report
or date of
conduct of
study

®Due to funding cuts, only $100,000

Comparison of Studies on Dissent i the Army

Contracted Studies

Determination
of the potential
for dissidence in

the U.S5. Army

Future impact of
dissident ele-
ments within the
Army or the en-
forcement of dis-
cipline, law,
and order

Value conflicts
between civil so-
ciety and mili-
tary institutious

To determine the

nature of dissent
activities in the
U.S. Army and the
characteristics of
known dissidents,

To develop indica-
tors that may be
useful in helping
commanders to be
aware of potential
dissident behav-
ior.

To suggest pos-

sible changes in
military proce-

dures and prac-

tices that could
serve to reduce

dissent, '

RAC

$109,571

Vol. I, Mar.
1971
Vol. II, May
1971

To determine the
extent and nature
of dissidence in
the Army.

To determine the
factors that con-,
tribute to the
actions of dissi-
dent elements,

To estimate the
trend in the var-
ious types of dis-
sident activities
for the next two
to four years,

To determine the
effect of dissi-
dent activities on
the enforcement of
discipline, law,
and order.

o determine the
adequacy of mili-
tary police proce-
dures for dealing
with dissidence.
To determine Army-
wide measures
which could serve
to reduce dissi-
dence.

RAC
$111,355

Jan, 1972

was programed.

To describe sig-
nificant points of
value difference
between the social
value system in
civilian life as
contrasted with
that of Army per-
sonnel, with em-
phasis on the val-
ues of the na-
tion's youth,

To determine the
feasibility of
change in thpse
Army institutional
practices, poli-
cies, and tradi-
tions which appear
to be causes of
value differences
and. which will ac-
commodate the so-
cietal values
without compromis-
ing the Army's ef-
fectiveness.

RAC

106,267

Feb., 1972

" Froposed

Studies

Applied research
or; dissent in

the Army .

. To learn about the

nature and extent
of youth dissent
against the mili-
tary.

To develop Com-
mander's guide-
lines for handling
dissent.

To gain knowledge
about why one or-
ganizational unit
has more dissent
than another.

To learn about the
way one soldier
influences another
in the process of
developing dis-
sent.

To determine the
extent to which
current military
discipline creates
dissent,

Motivation and
Training Labora-
tory

$900,000 (fiscal
year 1972)2

Fiscal year 1972

Applied research
o1 social changes
affecting .

the Army
Measurement of at-
titudes, values,

and social behav-
iors of soldiers.

Determination of

the part played by

military personnel
administration and
management, lead-
ership, disci-
pline, socializa-
tion processes,
and other factors
in the social
changes occurring
in the Army.

Experimentation
with ways te gain
youth acceptance.
of neceéssary Army
standards,

Motivation and
Trairning Labora-
tory

$900,000 (fiscal
year 1973)

Fiscal year 1973

In a discussion in February 1972, Laboratory officials
indicated that the original objectives--as set forth during

fiscal year 1972 appropriations hearings--still applied. At
that time the project had just started and was being staffed.

In a June 1972 discussion, however, Laboratory offi-
cials informed us that the original objectives no longer ap-
plied. The project title had been changed to "Applied Re-
search on Social Changes Affecting the Army," and the Labo-
ratory planned a comprehensive research program for fiscal
year 1973, To support the project in fiscal year 1973, the
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Army again requested funds of $900,000. Because of the dif-
ficulties in acquiring personnel to staff the project and
the desire to get the work underway, the Laboratory expects
to obtain competitive bids for contractor support. This
support may have to be continued into subsequent fiscal
years.

Laboratory officials are aware of the RAC studies on
dissent, but they believe their research project is dissim-
ilar. These officials stated that they would develop a new
and, in their opinion, better approach to study dissent or
social changes in the Army.

We reviewed the RAC studies and the planned objectives
of the proposed project. It is our opinion that, although
the wording differs, the essence of the work planned by the
Laboratory for fiscal year 1973 is similar to the RAC
studies. For example, one of the objectives of the Labora-
tory's proposed study was identified in its presentation to
the House Committee on Appropriations as the "measurement of
attitudes, values, and social behaviors of soldiers.!" Ac-
cording to the Laboratory's Research and Development Planning
Summary, a variety of approaches would be used, including
surveys, personal interviews, and traditional experimental
procedures,

One of the objectives of the completed RAC study en-
titled "Value Conflicts Between Civil Society and Military
Institutions' was:

"To describe significant points of value differ-
ence between the social value system in civilian
life as contrasted with that of Army persommel,
with emphasis on the values of the nation's
youth,"

RAC obtained the data used in this study from surveys and
questionnaires. This data was analyzed through the usual
acceptable techniques,

CONCLUSIONS

RAC has completed a number of stﬁdies dealing with var-
ious aspects of dissent in the Army and with the differences
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between the social value system in civilian life contrasted
with that of Army personnel. The recently established Moti-
vation and Training Laboratory proposes to research social
changes in the Army (previously identified as research on
dissent in the Army), primarily through contracts awarded

to outside sources, In our opinion, the objectives, ap-
proaches, and techniques accomplished by RAC and proposed by
the Motivation and Training Laboratory appear to be substan-
tially similar. | '
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CHAPTER 3

D e e —

FEASIBILITY OF JOINT OR COOPERATIVE RESEARCH

During our review we noted that the FCRCs were conduct-
ing many studies in areas in which two or more of the mili-
tary services share a mutual interest., Some of these areas
were strategic offensive and defensive systems, close air
support, air superiority, general purpose forces, and for-
eign affairs.

Numerous studies in the above areas have been, and will
continue to be, performed by FCRCs. There are dozens of
studies in the strategic area alone involving many man-years
of effort and, in some cases, employing complex computer
models. :

Each service has a direct and competitive interest in
these areas. Admittedly, there are basic differences of
opinions on how, by whom, and the extent to which certain
missions should be accomplished. As a result, two or more
FCRCs are simultaneously conducting studies for their spon-
sors in similar areas.

For example, RAND and CNA are continually studying
strategic force mixes for the Air Force and the Navy, re-
spectively, while IDA is examining strategic force mixes
for JCS and DDR&E.

In another area, RAND is planning to consider the
trade-offs between sea-based and land-based tactical air-
craft with emphasis on the vulnerability and deterrence
contributions of carriers, while the Navy's CNA is studying
the tactical air situation with emphasis on the carrier
concept.,

ADVOCACY EFFORTS

Some of these studies appear to support advocacy ef-
forts. In one instance the Army wanted its FCRC to conduct
an analytical study to determine trade-offs among General
Purpose Force elements of the four services. The need for
this effort was expressed in an early meeting of the Study
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Advisory Group which was responsible for monitoring the
study. At that time, it was recognized that, during the
previous year's force-level determinations, the Army did not
have a strong enough position to deal adequately with Air
Force and Navy General Purpose Force levels.

In another instance, RAND indicated in its semiannual
status report to the Air Force that some studies planned to
be conducted in the tactical area may be able to support
the case for preference of fixed-wing, rather than rotary-
wing, aircraft in the close-support role. It should be
noted that the Air Force does not use rotary-wing aircraft
in close air support. »

Studies by ANSER were conducted for the express purpose
of providing analytical support for the B-1 weapon system.
In a letter to ANSER the Air Force stated that, without a
doubt, the support provided played a vital role in the con-
tinued success of its advocacy efforts for the B-1 program.

FEASIBILITY OF JOINT OR COOPERATIVE RESEARCH--
AN_APPROACH ‘ B

We believe that the services should consider some
joint or cooperative study of problem areas that cut across
service lines. Most of the studies generally use similar
input data and consider similar elements. For example, . the
following elements usually are considered in a strategic
weapons study: offensive and defensive weapons, targets,
assumptions, threat, scenarios, strategies, etec. Informa-
tion on types, numbers, and characteristics of U.S. stra-
tegic offensive and defensive weapons is reasonably defined
and known within relatively narrow limits. This would also
apply to target information. .

We do recognize that judgment is involved in determin-
ing assumptions, threat, strategies, scenarios, and assign-
ment of target values and that significant differences occur
in these judgments. We have found from other reviews that
a case can be supported for almost any weapon system or force
mix by tailoring the assumptions and scenarios. - This is all
the more reason, at least in some instances, for bringing
these disparate judgments, along with the relevant facts,
under one analytical roof. | |
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This could be accomplished, we believe, if the serv-
ices would agree on an analytical framework having common
or alternative sets of assumptions, models, threats, and
other essential elements. As an illustration, a study ef-
fort using this approach may proceed as follows:

1, Investigate the cost effectiveness of competing
- weapon systems against common sets of targets on
the basis of sets of scenarios.

2. Identify and narrow the ranges of differences be-
tween service approaches.

3. Avoid discussion of which target/scenario cémbina-
tions proposed by each service is the correct as-
sessment of the situation.

4, Conduct the effectiveness study on the basis of a
range of performance variables since performance of
the proposed systems is not firmly established.

One or more FCRCs could then conduct the study (or
studies). Assuming one FCRC represented one service and
the other FCRC represented another service, each would study
its weapon system against the combined set of threats, sce-
narios, targets, etc.,, developed from discussions by the
study participants. The results of the study (or studies)
would be reported to the decisiommakers of all concerned
services.

We believe that the advantages of this approach are
that (1) decisionmakers would be better able to compare
service positions on key issues, (2) the study results could
be more directly tied into program decisiommaking, and
(3) monetary savings would result from fewer study efforts
by fewer contractors.

In its report on the Department of Defense, the Blue
Ribbon Defense Panel noted that it would be highly desirable
to provide flexibility whereby an FCRC sponsor (defense ac-
tivity) could, on occasion, have research done by another
FCRC. The Panel recommended that DOD study the collective
use of FCRCs. We believe our proposal is in line with the
spirit and the intent of the Panel's recommendation.
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We discussed our proposal with an official of the of-
fice of DDR&E. He agreed that cases exist in which the
services conduct concurrent studies in areas that cut across
service lines. He also agreed that in some cases studies
are conducted to support an advocacy position and that this
is a problem area. He felt that our proposal on joint or
cooperative research had merit. It was his opinion, however,
that such an effort at present 0SD staffing and budgetary
constraints would not be feasible.
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CHAPTER 6

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE COMMITTEE

 In view of the Committee's interest in FCRCs and in
other contract and in-house study activity, the Committee
may wish te explore the following matters with DOD officials.

1.

The need to insure that DOD bears only the cost of

 defense-related Central Research study projects and

that the projects are reviewed and approved before
they are begun. (See ch. 3.)

. The need to inSure that QUestions raised by DCAA on

study projects are promptly resolved. (See pp. 10
and 11,) o

}The,ﬁannér‘in which and the extent that the project

proposed by the Army Motivation and Training Labora-
tory differs from past studies; specifically, the
problems or questions that the Laboratory proposes
to answer and the techniques it proposes to use

- which differ significantly from those used in the

RAC studies, (See pp. 17 to 20.)

The need for some joint or cooperative efforts on

‘studies that cut across service lines or are in

areas in which the military services share a mutual
interest. (See pp. 22 to 24.)
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CHAPTER 7
SCOPE OF REVIEW

We conducted our review at military and defense activi-
ties responsible for administering the study programs under
the level-of-effort contracts with selected FCRCs., These
FCRCs are listed in the introduction of this report.

At the Secretary of Defense level, we visited offices
directed by the Assistant Secretary (International Security
Affairs), the Assistant Secretary (Systems Analysis), and
the Director of Defense Research and Engineering. In our
examination of the Army study program, we visited offices
under the Chief of Research and Development and the Combat
Developments Command., In the Navy we visited offices under
the cognizance of the Chief of Naval Operations, In the
Marine Corps our review was conducted at offices under the
Deputy Chief of Staff (Research, Development, and Studies).
Our review of the Air Force study programs was conducted at
appropriate offices under the direction of the Deputy Chief
of Staff, Research and Development.

Our review was confined to those level-of-effort con-
tracts for operations research/systems analysis type of
services, We specifically directed our efforts toward the
operating procedures used by DOD and the military services
to originate, review, and approve proposed studies; we also
analyzed individual study efforts for need, similarity, and
use. Formal comments on our observations have not been re-
quested from DOD, Some of the observations were discussed
with agency officials.
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Dear Mr. Staats:
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The Committee hearings on the Department of Defense Operation

and Maintenance budget requests for 1970 contain discussions of
several new Automatic Data Processing (ADP) systems planned for

installation in fiscal year 1970 and future years.

Such systems

as the Army "Conarc Class One Autometic System (COCOAS)," the

Navy "Integrated Command/Management Information System (NICOMIS),"
and the Air Force "Advanced Logistics System (ALS-X)" are actively
under development.

It would be most helpful if the General Accounting Office

maintained a direch effort in the area of development, installaticn,
and operation of automatic data processing systems with periodic

reporting of the results of its reviews.

The guidelines established

in earlier, related, Committee letters of November 28, 1967 and

hugust 6, 1960 adequately state the scope of the work to be undertaken.
Reports such as yours of Merch 13, 1968 and January 16, 1969 are of
the type in which the Committee is interes@ed.

The Committee would alsc be interested in an opinion ag to the
effectiveness of the directive of the Deputy Becretary of Defense,
dated June 7, 1968, which places the responsibility for the menagement
of automatic data processing functions under the control of the 0ffice
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Comptroller.
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